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ing them appear a part of the ongoing history and operation of the field itself«. 10 Possessing certain forms of capital allows agents to believe in the value of each activity in a field. This is what Bourdieu calls the ›illusion‹: »the fundamental beliefs in the interest of the game and the value of the stakes«; 11 it allows agents to participate in a field's activities and conflicts. A stake is the accumulation of one form or another of capital and, ultimately, leads to the domination of a field over a more or less long period of time. Yet its activities, changing external circumstances, and the arrival of new agents can all change the principles that establish the domination of one group of agents over the field and alter the definition of what is valuable. Thus, the dynamic of a field is constantly changing, allowing for change -and history -to take place.
Even though each field has its own capital structure and logic, its autonomy -that is, the power it has to define its own norms and criteria of functioning 12 -can be limited in two ways. 13 First, because fields are linked with one another, they present a structural homology:
agents in more than one field tend to keep similar positions by converting their capital. 14 Second, the similarity in the structures of fields is linked to the domination of certain fields over others; this is particularly true of the field of power, which has the power to impose its structure over others. A field's autonomy also raises the question of its limits. Even though they can be difficult to identify, the limits of a field correspond to that point of the social space where the influence of a field is not felt at any specific time. Thus, a field's borders are constantly changing, depending on the stakes and the specific socio-economic context, and they can be identified only through empirical research.
In the theory of fields, the concept of habitus links agents to fields. The habitus is a »system of durable and transposable dispositions, structured structures that are predisposed to function as structuring structures -that is to say, as generating and organizing principles of practices and representations that can be objectively adapted to their goal without supposing that they consciously aim for them or master the operations necessary to reach them« 15 
The theory of fields: its perspective on the state and public administration
To be able to see in what ways the theory of fields can be useful to studying the history of public administration, it is necessary to look both at the theory itself and at the way that Bourdieu and scholars who have followed his intellectual leadership have explained the nature and role of the state and public administration. 
Linking practices to their genesis
The core concepts of the theory of fields -capital, field, and habitus -are »inherently historical« in three ways. First, they relate to a reality taking place at a specific time and place. Second, they represent »a form of incorporated history«. And third, they produce an understanding of reality »that is open to conjuncture, contingency, and radical discontinuity«. Overall, the theory provides a framework that allows understanding social reality by linking structures, agents, and institutions in a temporal perspective.
Capital is defined as a resource that agents -individuals and organizations -have, can accumulate over time, and use to interact among each other. There are four types of capital: economic, cultural, social, and symbolic, and a specific form of it exists only under specific social, political, and economic conditions. 8 The volume of capital that an agent has at its disposal determines its position in a society composed of various fields -that is, structures or networks of relationships among positions. 9 The emergence of a field is a historical product as it is made possible through a group of founding agents under, again, etc.)«. 22 The state has emerged as the result of two simultaneous and related processes. 23 The first relates to the differentiation of the various social fields over time and their respective forms of capital, which is associated with the emergence of social groups, bearers of a specific habitus. This is how physical force, as a form of capital, has become concentrated and how groups have been created that specialize in legitimate violence, such as armies and police. 24 The second process is that of ap- For these practices to be properly enforced, the state will use, if necessary, its symbolic force. 45 But it would be a mistake to believe that the only possible agents of the administrative field are civil ser- As is the case for any field, the relative autonomy of the administrative field, the arrival of agents bearing a different habitus, and a change in the social environment are all sources of change in the structure of its positions.
While a group of agents can be in a dominant positionthat is, able to impose its definition of what form service to the public should take -introducing any change will trigger struggles among its agents, resulting in the domination of a group or a change in the power structure, making the state, as a meta-field, the result of historical circumstances and struggles. This oscillation between stability and change explains the emergence, persistence, modification, and disappearance of the organizations, institutions, and practices of public administration in a coherent temporal, social, and political framework.
A social and political approach to the history of public administration
Considering the importance of the historical dimension in the theory of fields, historians of public adminsus over this set of shared evidence constitutive of (national) common sense«. 34 As Hansen and Hammerslev
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noted, the word ›state‹ is not only descriptive but also prescriptive: it causes people to believe in the existence of the state. The state is part of the illusion that people must believe in if they want to participate in social life.
The state exists not only in the mind but also in the form of the agents and organizations that act on behalf of the state. In fact the state appears to be nothing more or less than a word that helps people »believe in the existence and unity of a number of scattered and divided ensemble of organs of rules which cabinets, ministries, departments, administrative directions, bureaus of this and that are«. 36 These agents and organizations that act on behalf of the state evolve in different fields, the most pre-eminent of them being the administrative one. 37 This field originated as the conception of the state shifted at a key moment in history, from its dynastic to its modern form, from an extension of the king and his household to an independent entity that transcends a person. 38 This process was accompanied by the formation of a group of agents, devoted to a new, specialized activity: administering the state for the public good.
This group of agents, collectively called the civil service, was built on the idea of protecting the general interest rather than the ›king's house‹, or a particular interest.
The system of relationships among these agents' positions, their practices, and the institutions that are the historical products of their interactions, constitute the administrative field, and its »key stake is the representation of what service to the public should be«. 39 Thus, the symbolic capital of the field, and of those agents of the administrative field who act on behalf of the state, is linked to its capacity to incarnate the general interest 40 with a habitus that embodies loyalty and disinterest, values that are specific to public administration.
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The agents at the origin of the administrative field »are at the same time the producers of the state and its products«. 42 Through a discourse in which they described themselves as civil servants, 43 these agents created their own positions by advocating practices that they were the most competent to carry out. They achieved a monopoly because they were the only ones able to exercise this form of symbolic power. 44 Through their practices, agents of the administrative field produce documentsarchives -that they use to legitimize both themselves and existence, 52 and systematize the knowledge about the state and its history. 53 Thus, their work takes place within the framework of wider political strategies that impose a particular vision of the state, conform to the interests and values of those state agents who produce those strategies, 54 and cannot lead to real knowledge of its history.
Because the state exists in two areas -in the brain and in material structures -historians of public administration also encounter difficulties at the institutional level, more specifically in the institutional organization of academia. The official division of responsibilities between the political institutions and public administration, as well as within each of them, is reflected in the academic field. This is how, for example, the study of political science, public administration, and public policy has been traditionally divided into separate disciplines.
Historians of public administration, particularly, may be more affected by the reproduction of state structures in academia because they find themselves at the intersection of several specialties, such as the history of political thought, the history of administrative institutions and practices, and social and personnel history. 55 This fragmentation of history into several disciplines, the monopoly that their respective specialists claim over them, and, as a result, the difficulty historians have in moving with the same ease in each of them, make the study of administrative history more difficult than other subjects that are made up of a single discipline.
Because archival research is so important for historians of public administration, they face an additional obstacle in their scholarly efforts that other scholars may not have to deal with. Not only do they use the intellectual categories created by the state and its agents, but they also use primary sources that have been created by these same agents, using these same categories.
Since the use of the first censuses and budgets at the turn of the 13th century, the state has concentrated information capital. 56 Agents of public administration produce information about the state's view of society and itself, organize and conserve it in the form of archives, and distribute it to other fields as the official, legitimate, 
Questioning intellectual categories and research practices
The disciplines and specialties that study the state have to deal with the fact that the concepts they use have been developed by the state itself. This is the case for, among other disciplines, political science 47 and policy analysis. 48 It is also an issue for the history of public administration, which is dominated by studies that have used intellectual categories created by the state, such as the official structures and functions of public administration, and the institutional divisions of power. One historian has gone so far as to write that the discipline should be consistent with administrative practices and not make bureaucrats smile. 49 This convergence with state thinking and the reproduction of it through research has consequences that prevent the production of an independent body of knowledge about administrative history.
At an intellectual level, scholars interested in administrative history have to deal with making the necessary and difficult break with state thinking, which is present in the most personal thought. 50 The language used by the state, and imposed on all social fields, is the result of struggles, and so holds certain values. This is why Bourdieu has warned against using the state's vocabulary, including the word ›state‹ itself. From there, keeping in mind that the field's structure is constantly moving, the goal is to identify the secondary stakes and how agents become involved in struggles.
2) What are the limits of the field? Determining the temporal and spatial limits of the administrative field allows identifying the agents who belong to it and who can participate in its struggles or have the potential to.
Defining these limits, which can be done through empirical research and using different approaches, 65 is particularly important because these limits are themselves at stake in the field: they determine who can participate in the activities and conflicts of the administrative field. 
4)
What are the opposing principles that structure the field? Although each case is different, some recurring opposing principles among agents can be identified.
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In the administrative field, some agents, such as senior civil servants, who are not unionized, may oppose those who are associated with defending particular interests, such as union representatives. Whatever the opposition, it is important to identify it, or them, because this balance of power is central to determining the evolution of the field and its functioning.
5) What is the outcome of the opposition between the agents?
The theory of fields can best be understood when processes are studied in the middle and long terms. 67 Despite these difficulties, however, it is possible to develop a social and political history of public administration that is free from state thinking. Starting with the notion of radical doubt, 60 Bourdieu has developed three types of research strategies to deal with the difficulties linked to studying this field. 61 The first consists of studying actual, regular bureaucratic practices rather than the official discourse of the state or so-called objective con- what they produce, and the influence they exercise. to maintain the patronage system in place and thereby benefit from the capital it represented, the members of the opposition, in their efforts to control and defeat the government, would hold a discourse promoting the merit system. Yet, a change of governing party, following an election, made both groups of agents adopt the opposite stance, as the new governing party demanded the rewards that it had previously been denied. 78 Because all politicians took advantage of patronage, or could potentially do so, the elements of the merit system that had been institutionalized showed that the opposition was fulfilling its function as a critic of the government, and yet this institutionalization was weak enough that the patronage system could still function. This is why more or less significant pieces of a merit system were introduced into the Canadian federal civil service over a period of 50 years, but without ever becoming a fully functioning system. 79 In 1868, Parliament adopted the first piece of legislation relating to the civil service; it required candidates to take a ›pass or fail‹ entry examination, to be administered at the behest of deputy ministers. 80 But this legislation did not actually meet the objectives of a merit system: it seems that, between 1875 and 1880, only one candidate was required to take the exam. 81 By 1878, the act was considered a dead letter, and Prime Minister J.
A. Macdonald declared that introducing neutrality into the civil service would be akin to taking Canada back to »the age of Adam and Eve before the apple«. 82 A few years later, in 1882, the legislation was amended to stipulate that a candidate for a position in the civil service had to demonstrate the »requisite knowledge and ability to enter on discharge of his official duties«. 
Conclusion
The interplay among the core concepts of French sociol- This example, as well as the theoretical analysis that preceded it, mark a first step in developing a social and political approach to the history of public administration. This article will hopefully be the point of departure for other studies that explore single jurisdictions, over more or less long periods of time, and eventually produce both interdisciplinary and comparative works. 90 The history of administrative reforms appears to be a particularly fruitful 
